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therefore, there was every reason to treat international
crimes and acts of aggression in separate articles. Mr.
Balanda had suggested that the provision in regard to ag-
gression should be amplified, in particular by a reference
to a threat of the use of force or to preparatory acts.
That, however, would be entering further into the realm
of primary rules than was strictly necessary for the topic.
Moreover, the Definition of Aggression was fairly ex-
plicit and he did not think that the Commission could go
much beyond that.

41. Mr. Balanda had also mentioned the possibility of
regional systems of jus cogens or regional law on interna-
tional crimes. Special regimes would be allowed under
article 2, but he did not think such a course would be
possible in the case of international crimes, within the
meaning of article 19 of part 1 of the draft, which would
appear to refer only to universal regimes.

42. The possibility of fuller, or alternative, wording for
article 14, paragraph 3, had been suggested and it was, of
course, a matter for discussion. However, reference by
analogy was being made to the United Nations Charter
procedures. It was perhaps going too far at the current
stage in international relations, but he would point out
that article 14, paragraph 1, which spoke of the "ap-
plicable rules accepted by the international community as
a whole", was to be viewed as a window on the future de-
velopment of the international community as a whole.
43. It had been affirmed that article 16 was not exhaus-
tive but, in his view, it could not be anything but exhaus-
tive; otherwise, the other articles would make no sense.
The intention was that article 16 should exclude from the
draft a number of questions not directly related to the
rights and obligations of States inter se, as well as some
questions which it would be better to leave to other
bodies to develop.

44. Mr. Balanda's remark regarding article 1 should be
dealt with on second reading, since that article had al-
ready been provisionally adopted by the Commission.
The same was true of articles 27 and 28 of part 1 of the
draft. He had not perhaps responded to all the questions
raised, but assured members that he would endeavour to
reflect in the relevant part of the Commission's report all
the views expressed during the debate.

45. Mr. REUTER said he would like to know whether
the Special Rapporteur wished to refer the draft articles
to the Drafting Committee and would also like to learn
the views of other members of the Commission in that re-
gard.

46. Mr. USHAKOV said that, in principle, he was not
opposed to referral to the Drafting Committee of the ar-
ticles which had been discussed. In the present instance,
however, not all members had spoken on the draft ar-
ticles, or some members, like himself, had commented
on only some of them because of lack of time. Moreover,
the Special Rapporteur might like to modify the articles
in his next report so as to take account of the views ex-
pressed during the debate. For that reason, it might be
useful to revert to consideration of the draft articles at
the following session, before referring them to the Draft-
ing Committee.

47. Mr. LACLETA MUNOZ, supported by Mr.
McCAFFREY, suggested that the Commission should
refer to the Drafting Committee only articles 5 to 9, for
they were the ones on which most of the comments had
been made.

48. Mr. THIAM said that the discussion had obviously
not come to an end, since a number of members, in a
spirit of co-operation, had not spoken on the topic. He
would have some reservations about referring the draft
articles to the Drafting Committee, for he wished to ex-
press his views on some of them.

49. Mr. MAHIOU said he shared the view of Mr.
Thiam, since he too had not taken part in the discus-
sion, first because he had not wished to delay the
Commission's work still more, and secondly because
his duties in the Drafting Committee had prevented
him from examining them in detail. If the articles were
to be referred to the Drafting Committee, he would re-
serve the right to comment on them at the following
session.

50. Mr. FRANCIS, supported by Sir Ian SINCLAIR
and Mr. OGISO, suggested that articles 5 and 6, at least,
should be referred to the Drafting Committee.
51. Mr. QUENTIN-BAXTER said that he could agree
to that suggestion, on the understanding that the topic of
State responsibility would be the first item taken up at
the next session.

52. Mr. RIPHAGEN (Special Rapporteur) said he be-
lieved the correct course would be to refer articles 5 and 6
to the Drafting Committee, but any member who had
not had an opportunity to speak on them would be able
to do so at the next session.
53. The CHAIRMAN suggested, in the light of the
comments made, that the Commission should refer ar-
ticles 5 and 6 to the Drafting Committee, on the under-
standing that at its thirty-seventh session the topic of
State responsibility would be taken up at an early stage
and that comments on articles 5 and 6 would be al-
lowed.

It was so agreed.

The meeting rose at 1.05 p.m.

1868th MEETING

Friday, 20 July 1984, at 3.30p.m.

Chairman: Mr. Alexander YANKOV

Present: Chief Akinjide, Mr. Balanda, Mr. El Rasheed
Mohamed Ahmed, Mr. Evensen, Mr. Francis, Mr. Ko-
roma, Mr. Lacleta Mufloz, Mr. Mahiou, Mr. Malek, Mr.
McCaffrey, Mr. Ni, Mr. Ogiso, Mr. Quentin-Baxter, Mr.
Razafindralambo, Mr. Reuter, Mr. Riphagen, Mr. Stav-
ropoulos, Mr. Sucharitkul, Mr. Ushakov.



1868th meeting—20 July 1984 321

Jurisdictional immunities of States and their property
(continued) * (A/CN.4/L.379)

[Agenda item 3]

DRAFT ARTICLES PROPOSED BY
THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE

ARTICLES 13,14 and 16

1. Mr. MAHIOU (Chairman of the Drafting Com-
mittee) said that, before introducing the draft articles on
jurisdictional immunities of States and their property
recommended by the Drafting Committee to the Com-
mission for provisional adoption (A/CN.4/L.379), he
wished to indicate briefly the status of the Committee's
work on the draft articles referred to it on various
topics.

2. The workload of the Drafting Committee had been
particularly heavy at the preceding sessions of the Com-
mission, and owing to lack of time it had been unable to
consider, at a given session, all the draft articles referred
to it. Of the 27 draft articles before it at the current ses-
sion on the topic of the status of the diplomatic courier
and the diplomatic bag not accompanied by diplomatic
courier, it still had eight to consider. It had considered all
five draft articles referred to it on the topic of jurisdic-
tional immunities of States and their property, although
it had left aside some of them, including articles 6 and 11,
which were to be taken up at the appropriate time, after
consideration of part III of the draft articles had been
completed.

3. The Drafting Committee had been unable to con-
sider the nine draft articles on the law of the non-naviga-
tional uses of international watercourses which had been
referred to it only recently. The draft articles on the topic
of State responsibility left pending in the Committee at
the previous session of the Commission had been with-
drawn by the Special Rapporteur and two of the new
draft articles submitted by him in his fifth report
(A/CN.4/380) had been referred to the Drafting Com-
mittee at the 1867th meeting.

4. Thus the Drafting Committee, which had taken the
unprecedented step of holding its first meeting during the
first week of the current session, had held a total of 28
meetings, at which it had considered 24 draft articles on
two topics. It still had before it 19 draft articles; eight on
the status of the diplomatic courier and the diplomatic
bag not accompanied by diplomatic courier, nine on the
law of the non-navigational uses of international water-
courses and two on State responsibility.

5. With regard to the draft articles on jurisdictional im-
munities of States and their property, he wished to thank
the Special Rapporteur and all members of the Drafting
Committee for their tireless efforts in the consideration
of the topic. The Special Rapporteur had again displayed
remarkable ingenuity by continuously providing the
Committee with new texts, revised to take account of the
preoccupations expressed by members of the Commis-
sion or the Committee itself.

6. In all five draft articles which it had considered,
namely articles 13, 14, 16, 17 and 18, the Drafting Com-
mittee had included the introductory phrase "unless
otherwise agreed between the States concerned", as an
indication of the residual nature of the various rules set
forth. However, the Committee recommended that, on
second reading, the Commission should consider whe-
ther a more general, separate provision should be pre-
pared to avoid repetition of the phrase in the various ar-
ticles.

ARTICLE 13 (Contracts of employment)
7. The Drafting Committee proposed the following text
for article 13:

Article 13. Contracts of employment

1. Unless otherwise agreed between the States concerned, the im-
munity of a State cannot be invoked before a court of another State
which is otherwise competent in a proceeding which relates to a con-
tract of employment between the State and an individual for services
performed or to be performed, in whole or in part, in the territory of
that other State, if the employee has been recruited in that other State
and is covered by the social security provisions which may be in force in
that other State.

2. Paragraph 1 does not apply if:
(a) the employee has been recruited to perform services associated

with the exercise of governmental authority;
(ft) the proceeding relates to the recruitment, renewal of employ-

ment or reinstatement of an individual;
(c) the employee was neither a national nor a habitual resident of

the State of the forum at the time when the contract of employment
was concluded;

(d) the employee is a national of the employer State at the time the
proceeding is instituted;

(e) the employee and the employer State have otherwise agreed in
writing, subject to any considerations of public policy conferring on
the courts of the State of the forum exclusive jurisdiction by reason of
the subject-matter of the proceeding.

8. The Drafting Committee had had before it not only
the original version of draft article 13 as submitted by the
Special Rapporteur in his fifth report (A/CN.4/363 and
Add. 1),1 but also the revised text of that article submitted
to the Committee by the Special Rapporteur at the pre-
vious session of the Commission2 and reproduced in
document ILC (XXXVI)/Conf.Room Doc.l. The basic
thrust of the article had been retained, although a number
of drafting changes had been made in the interests of
clarity.
9. The wording of paragraph 1 of article 13 had been
based on that of article 15, provisionally adopted by the
Commission.3 The words "considered to have consented
to the exercise of jurisdiction", which had appeared in
the revised text of article 13, had been replaced by "can-
not be invoked". In addition, drawing on both the orig-
inal text and the revised version of article 13 submitted by
the Special Rapporteur, paragraph 1 stipulated that the

Resumed from the 1841st meeting.

1 See Yearbook... 1983, vol. II (Part Two), p. 18, footnote 54. For
the discussion of draft article 13 at the thirty-fifth session of the Com-
mission, see Yearbook... 1983, vol. I, pp. 49 etseq., 1763rd to 1766th
meetings and 1767th meeting, paras. 1-8.

2 See Yearbook... 1983, vol. II (Part Two), p. 20, footnote 58.
3 See 1833rd meeting, footnote 4 (k).
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subject-matter related to "a contract of employment be-
tween the State and an individual for services performed
or to be performed". The application of the rule was
thus subject to two conditions; first, the employee must
have been recruited in the other State and, secondly, he
must be covered by any social security provisions in
force in that other State. Those qualifications had been
added in the light of the comments made during the de-
bate in the Commission and were intended to highlight
the necessary link or contact between the employee and
the State before whose courts the action was brought. It
should be noted, however, that the reference to "social
security provisions which may be in force" had been
made flexible to take account, first, of the fact that,
under the internal labour legislation of some States, an
employee might be required to join a social security
scheme, while in other States such coverage might be
optional, and, secondly, of the provisions of article
33 of the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Re-
lations.

10. In paragraph 2, the five subparagraphs proposed
by the Special Rapporteur in his revised version of the ar-
ticle had been retained. In subparagraph (a), the Com-
mittee had considered it preferable to refer to the "em-
ployee" rather than to the "individual" and to make it
clear that he had been "recruited to perform services as-
sociated with" the exercise of governmental authority,
on the grounds that it would give rise to confusion if the
words "appointed under the administrative law of the
employer State" were used, as States had different
practices, procedures and regulations regarding appoint-
ments and recruitment. The reference to "services as-
sociated with the exercise of governmental authority"
was intended to convey a broader criterion than that
originally proposed, since the text should cover lower
ranking employees who, while not being formally en-
trusted to perform functions in the exercise of the
employer State's governmental authority, nevertheless
performed services which, in one way or another, in-
volved, or were "associated with", the exercise of gov-
ernmental authority. The matter related to an employer
State having given the employee a measure of trust in
respect of certain aspects of the exercise of governmental
authority.

11. Subparagraph (b) had been redrafted to indicate
clearly that a State would be immune in a proceeding that
was intended to force an employer State to recruit,
reinstate or renew the contract of employment of an indi-
vidual. However, the subparagraph did not relate to a
proceeding whose purpose was to obtain monetary com-
pensation or damages for breach of contract or for acts
of an employer State alleged to be in violation of the
local labour laws or regulations.

12. Subparagraphs (c) and (d) remained basically the
same as those proposed by the Special Rapporteur in his
revised text. Their order had simply been reversed to re-
flect the logical sequence of the events provided for in
the two subparagraphs. Subparagraph (d) provided
immunity for the employer State, in addition to that
provided in subparagraph (c). There was no need to
refer in subparagraph (c) to the possibility of the

employee and the employer State reaching some other
agreement, since subparagraph (e) provided for just such
an eventuality by stipulating that the rule of non-exemp-
tion from jurisdiction set out in paragraph 1 did not
apply if the employee and the employer State had
otherwise agreed in writing. Nevertheless, the Drafting
Committee had shared the Special Rapporteur's view
that such a provision did not mean that the parties to the
contract were completely free. Often, for reasons of
public policy, States conferred on their courts exclusive
jurisdiction in some matters, regardless of any clauses
that might have been written into contracts with a view
to precluding such jurisdiction. Accordingly, subpara-
graph (e) contained a final clause covering that point. In
the revised version of that subparagraph, the Special
Rapporteur had referred to the "subordinate rank of the
employee", but the Committee had taken the view that
that consideration was not relevant and had thus deleted
it from the text proposed to the Commission. Finally,
the title of article 13 proposed by the Drafting
Committee remained the same as that proposed by the
Special Rapporteur.

13. In conclusion, he pointed out that some members
of the Drafting Committee, himself among them, had ex-
pressed reservations with regard to the article as a whole,
which they considered to be unnecessary and even
counter-productive, in that it might discourage foreign
States from recruiting employees in the State of the
forum and from placing them under the social security
provisions in force in that State. Furthermore, in the
view of one member of the Committee, the basic
criterion governing the application of the rule of non-
immunity set out in paragraph 1 should be whether the
employee was a national or permanent resident of the
State of the forum at the time when the contract was
concluded. The member in question had prepared and
distributed to the Committee a version of article 13
reflecting that position.

14. Mr. USHAKOV said that, as a confirmed believer
in the jurisdictional immunities of States, he was op-
posed, on principle, to almost all the articles proposed by
the Drafting Committee. He also had serious doubts re-
garding the wording of article 13, which concerned the
competence of the courts of the forum State in matters
involving contracts of employment concluded between
employer States and individuals. According to the text of
the article, that competence extended to individuals who
were nationals or permanent residents of the forum
State. That raised numerous questions.

15. First, was the court to apply the law of the
employer State or that of the forum State? If the ap-
plicable law was that of the employer State, why would
the case be brought before a court of the forum State
rather than of the employer State? If the applicable law
was that of the forum State, why did the article provide
for two different regimes for a single category of em-
ployees, depending on whether they were nationals of the
employer State or of the forum State? Secondly, where
the applicable law was that of the forum State, it was be-
cause it was considered more favourable to the employee
in question than the law of the employer State. However,
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what evidence was there that that assumption, rather
than the contrary, was valid? Thirdly, proceedings would
be instituted against the State, and not against a State en-
terprise. Finally, proceedings were very costly, and a
State against which a proceeding was brought would in-
cur unnecessary expenditures.

16. Mr. KOROMA said that the universally recognized
rule was that a State was immune from jurisdiction un-
less it consented to waive immunity. The Commission
must be careful not to allow the exception to that rule to
replace the rule itself. In spite of the efforts made by the
Special Rapporteur to reconcile divergent views, the
Commission was far from achieving a consensus on draft
article 13. His own position was that the draft article
challenged the rule whereby States were immune from
the jurisdiction of other States and that, if it were ad-
opted, there would be the possibility that States might on
occasion be dragged into court proceedings. Apart from
the costs involved, no State would care to find itself in
that position. Finally, since not every State had the type
of social security system to which the text referred, the
article would apply to only a limited number of States.
While he would not object to the provisional adoption of
the draft article by the Commission, he hoped that fur-
ther endeavours would be made to find a formula that
satisfied all points of view.

17. Mr. NI regretted that he found himself unable to
agree with the thought behind article 13 and considered
that it should not have a place in the draft articles. He
had on previous occasions, both in the Commission and
in the Drafting Committee, stated his reasons for taking
that position. He was grateful to the Special Rapporteur
for the effort he had made in reshaping the draft article
by removing the notion of presumed consent. Neverthe-
less, exceptions were still exceptions and would reduce
the principle of the sovereign immunity of States to an
expression of nominal value. In fact, the text under
consideration appeared to present a more restrictive view
than the restrictive practice in certain States, inasmuch as
it provided for the possibility of directly disallowing jur-
isdictional immunity without even requiring the consent
of the State proceeded against. However, he would re-
main flexible and would not object to the provisional ad-
option of draft article 13, if the Commission so decided,
in the hope that there was still time for further reflection,
reconsideration and readjustment before it was made
final. He requested that his observations should be fully
reflected in the report of the Commission.

18. Mr. McCaffrey supported article 13 as a necessary
element in the draft articles in the light of the approach
adopted by the Commission, namely not to endeavour to
include broad and general principles concerning excep-
tions, but rather to identify specific areas in which State
practice had recognized such exceptions and to give them
thorough consideration. He wished to reserve his position
on paragraph 2 (b), which was perhaps too broadly
drafted. The Chairman of the Drafting Committee had
explained that the intention was not to preclude an action
for damages for failure to hire or rehire, but to preclude
an attempt to coerce a State into rehiring an individual
employee. Perhaps the text could be amended on second

reading to reflect that intent more accurately. It was true
that not all States that took a so-called functional or re-
strictive approach to questions of sovereign immunity
had special provisions of the kind contained in the draft
articles, but most of those that did not, including his own
country, handled such matters under the broader head-
ing of trading and commercial activities. However, as the
Special Rapporteur had noted on several occasions, the
Commission had not taken the broader approach.

19. Chief AKINJIDE expressed serious concern with
regard to draft article 13. He recalled that the United
States of America had enacted the Foreign Sovereign Im-
munities Act of 1976, which restricted the immunity of
States in a number of matters, particularly in commercial
transactions. With the State Immunity Act 1978, the Un-
ited Kingdom had perpetrated considerable demolition
work in respect of immunities. Since that time, the inter-
pretation of the two Acts had been expansive and elastic
in the national courts. To that legislation, the Commis-
sion was proposing to add articles 13, 16 and 18. It must
be aware that, in so doing, it was progressively diminish-
ing and demolishing the immunity of States. The
countries most affected by the provisions of the draft ar-
ticles would be the developing countries. For example,
insurance policies on goods imported into developing
countries were usually taken out in Europe or the United
States. When such goods were lost, the insurance com-
panies refused to pay. When his own country had en-
acted that all goods must be insured within the country,
they had started to vanish in a mysterious way and the
local insurers had been saddled with enormous claims far
outstripping their ability to pay. If the draft articles were
adopted, the resources and interests of the developing
countries would be seriously jeopardized.

20. He associated himself with the view expressed by
previous speakers that draft article 13, although very in-
geniously worded, was not in the interests of the com-
munity of nations. Many foreign embassies in developing
countries recruited hardly any local staff, since they
could afford to bring out their own nationals to work for
them. However, the embassies of developing countries in
the developed countries had to recruit local staff, and the
effect of article 13 would be to make many foreign
Governments objects of ridicule.
21. Mr. MAHIOU (Chairman of the Drafting Com-
mittee), speaking as a member of the Commission, said
that, in endeavouring, quite rightly, to protect the legit-
imate rights of employees—although in practice the
cases envisaged would be few—draft article 13 would
achieve a paradoxical result, in that it would encourage
States to avoid any contentious situation simply by refus-
ing to recruit local personnel, whether they were nation-
als or permanent residents of the forum State. The result-
ing detrimental effect on the local employment situation
could present problems, particularly in forum States with
high rates of unemployment. However, in a spirit of
compromise, he had not opposed the adoption of draft
article 13 by the Drafting Committee.

22. Mr. BALANDA shared the view expressed by Mr.
Mahiou. The protection afforded to States under the
provisions of draft article 13, paragraph 2 (a), was not
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sufficient to safeguard the interests of countries, par-
ticularly developing countries, since it concerned only
"services associated with the exercise of governmental
authority". The situation referred to by Chief
Akinjide was very real, and the Commission should
proceed on the basis of realities. The current trend
among developed countries was to assign to their
diplomatic missions in developing countries staff re-
cruited within their own territories, thus bypassing the
local labour force. Unfortunately the converse was not
true, since developing countries did not have sufficient
means to send their nationals to work in their missions
abroad. In practice, it was only the developing
countries that would be affected by the provision of
paragraph 1, regarding which he had grave reserva-
tions.

23. The CHAIRMAN, speaking as a member of the
Commission, said that he appreciated the Special Rap-
porteur's efforts to make draft article 13 as flexible as
possible. However, for reasons he had previously
stated,4 and as a matter of principle as far as the nature
and scope of State immunity was concerned, he wished
to associate himself with the reservations already ex-
pressed by most of the previous speakers on that draft ar-
ticle. While it was true that the phrase "unless otherwise
agreed between the States concerned" had been in-
troduced in paragraph 1, and that paragraph 2 (a) also
contained a limitation, the end result of the article would
nevertheless be a significant restriction of State immuni-
ties. His second objection was that the application of
that article would do more harm than good, even as far
as local employees of foreign employer States were
concerned.

24. Speaking as Chairman, he said that if there were no
further comments, he would take it that, with the res-
ervations stated, the Commission wished provisionally
to adopt draft article 13.

It was so agreed.
Article 13 was adopted.

ARTICLE 14 (Personal injuries and damage to property)
25. Mr. MAHIOU (Chairman of the Drafting Com-
mittee) said that the Committee proposed the following
text for article 14:

Article 14. Personal injuries and damage to property

Unless otherwise agreed between the States concerned, a State can-
not invoke immunity from the jurisdiction of the courts of another
State in respect of proceedings which relate to compensation for death
or injury to the person or damage to or loss of tangible property if the
act or omission which is alleged to be attributable to the State and
which caused the death, injury or damage occurred wholly or partly in
the territory of the State of the forum, and if the author of the act or
omission was present in that territory at the time of the act or omis-
sion.

26. As in the case of article 13, the Drafting Committee
had had before it both the original version of article 14
submitted by the Special Rapporteur in his fifth report

(A/CN.4/363 and Add.I)5 and the revised version sub-
mitted by the Special Rapporteur at the previous session
of the Commission,6 and reproduced in document ILC
(XXXVI)/Conf. Room Doc.l.
27. The wording of the draft article had been based on
that of articles 8, 9 and 10, provisionally adopted by the
Commission,7 and thus contained no reference to
"consent" to jurisdiction. Other minor drafting changes
had been made in the interests of clarity. The structure of
the draft article followed very closely the original text
submitted by the Special Rapporteur in his fifth report,
which had been simpler than the revised version sub-
mitted at the previous session. The Committee had de-
cided, for example, to exclude references to a State's org-
ans, agencies, instrumentalities, etc., and to a State's
maintaining offices, establishing premises or engaging in
certain transport activities. Such matters could be dealt
with in the commentary.

28. In order to highlight the relationship between the
act or omission and the foreign State, the Drafting Com-
mittee had added the words "which is alleged to be at-
tributable to the State". Of course, the question of at-
tribution was distinct from that of immunity, in that it
related to merits, and would be determined in due course
in accordance with local law. In addition, the Com-
mittee had accepted the wording proposed by the Special
Rapporteur in his revised version of the article, to the ef-
fect that the death, injury or damage must have occurred
wholly or partly in the territory of the forum State. The
double requirement that the act or omission must have
occurred in the territory of the forum State, and that the
author of such act or omission must have been present
in that territory at the time of the act or omission, had
been maintained, in order to show clearly that injuries or
damage resulting from extraterritorial acts or omissions
did not fall within the scope of the draft article.

29. In his revised version of article 14, the Special Rap-
porteur had proposed a paragraph 2 which provided that
paragraph 1 was without prejudice to rights and obliga-
tions regulated by agreements specifying or limiting the
extent of liabilities or compensation. The Drafting Com-
mittee had been of the view that that matter related to the
broader question of the effects produced by article 14
and other articles on provisions concerning the jurisdic-
tional immunities of States as contained in international
bilateral and multilateral agreements on special matters
or fields, such as agreements of the status of forces. Ac-
cordingly, the Committee had agreed not to include a
paragraph along the lines suggested by the Special Rap-
porteur, on the understanding that he would prepare a
more general provision for possible inclusion in the final
provisions of the draft. The title had not been changed,
except in the French version. One member of the Draft-
ing Committee had opposed draft article 14 as unne-
cessary and incomprehensible.

4 See Yearbook ... 1983, vol. I, pp. 70-71, 1766th meeting, paras.
8-11.

5 See Yearbook ... 1983, vol. II (Part Two), p. 19, footnote 55. For
the discussion of draft article 14 at the thirty-fifth session of the Com-
mission, see Yearbook ... 1983, vol. I, pp. 75 etseq., 1767th meeting,
paras. 9 etseq., and 1768th to 1770th meetings.

6 See Yearbook ... 1983, vol. II (Part Two), p. 20, footnote 59.
7 See 1833rd meeting, footnote 4 (/) and (g).
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30. Mr. USHAKOV said that he, too, was opposed on
principle to article 14. First, the words "unless otherwise
agreed between the States concerned" were not as inno-
cent as they seemed. Politically and legally, they meant
that States must agree on the jurisdictional immunity of
the foreign State, thereby completely reversing the very
principle of jurisdictional immunities of States by quite
simply establishing the principle of the jurisdictional
non-immunity of States. The phrase in question should
also be deleted from all the other articles submitted.
Secondly, the text did not specify under what legislation or
system of law the act or omission was to be allegedly at-
tributable to the State. If it was to be so considered under
international law, it would be the international respon-
sibility of the States that would come into play, and the
question of competent courts would be raised. If the ap-
plicable law was to be the internal law of the forum
State, it was difficult to see how it could establish rules
attributing an act or omission to a foreign State.
Moreover, why should a court consider the question of
attribution? Such a procedure would be contrary to the
very logic of the law as such. Thirdly, if an act or omis-
sion was attributed to a State, it would still be necessary
to determine the author. The author would, of course, be
the State; but, under the provision of the proposed ar-
ticle itself, the author of the act or omission must also be
present in the territory of the forum State at the time of
the act or omission. Would the author then be an indi-
vidual? How would that be possible if the act or omission
had already been attributed? The text of draft article 14
reduced to nothing the principle of the sovereign immun-
ity of States and was absolutely incomprehensible.

31. Mr. NI said that the observations he had made in
connection with draft article 13 applied also to draft ar-
ticle 14 and to the other draft articles before the Commis-
sion.

32. Mr. KOROMA said that most of the points he had
advanced in respect of draft article 13 applied also to
draft article 14. When the draft article had first been
considered by the Commission, he had argued, in com-
mon with other members, that the matters covered by it
were best dealt with extrajudicially and had suggested the
possibility of excluding it.8 He maintained that position.

33. The text of draft article 14 lent itself to many inter-
pretations. For example, the phrase "in respect of pro-
ceedings which relate to compensation" could be inter-
preted to mean that, even when the parties agreed on the
method of settlement or on the compensation to be paid,
if that compensation was not eventually paid the State
could be taken to court at the decision of the plaintiff. Si-
milarly, the phrase "act or omission which is alleged to
be attributable to the State" could mean that, if the
plaintiff submitted a claim and there was a counter-claim
by the defendant, the plaintiff could answer it by assert-
ing that the act could not be attributed to the State, but
was a personal matter. The text would have to be consid-
ered more carefully to avoid the possibility of such inter-
pretations, which he knew were not intended. However,
his fundamental point was that such matters would be

8 See Yearbook... 1983, vol. I, p. 73, 1766th meeting, para. 28.

more appropriately settled between the States themselves
than through judicial means. He was happy to report
that his country, when recently involved in such a case,
had adopted that view.
34. Mr. RAZAFINDRALAMBO expressed his appre-
ciation to the Chairman of the Drafting Committee for
his objective and extremely clear presentation of the ar-
ticles currently before the Commission and to the Special
Rapporteur for the flexibility and competence which he
had shown. While he subscribed to the principle of the
exception to jurisdictional immunities of States provided
for in article 14, he shared the reservations expressed by
Mr. Ushakov regarding the wording proposed by the
Drafting Committee. The original reference to a State's
organs, agencies and instrumentalities acting in the ex-
ercise of governmental authority and engaging State re-
sponsibility had been deleted. However, the authors of
the injurious act or omission were persons acting on be-
half of those organs, agencies and instrumentalities, and
thus of the State itself. It was through them that the State
was presumed responsible for the injury and was brought
before a court of the forum State.

35. As far as the substance was concerned, he pointed
out that the internal law of many States ensured the
protection of victims by providing that, in cases of bodily
injury, the forum State was subject to the jurisdiction of
the ordinary courts, whereas as a general rule such was
not the case. That was the principle which, in article 14,
had rightly been extended to cover the foreign State. In-
deed, there was no reason to accord more favourable
treatment to the foreign State than to the forum State in
cases of bodily injury resulting, for example, from traffic
accidents.

36. The CHAIRMAN, speaking as a member of the
Commission, said he had a number of reservations on
draft article 14, for the basic reasons he had already ex-
plained in connection with draft article 13. Apart from
the matter of principle, he agreed with Mr. Koroma that,
in the cases covered by the article, the better remedy lay
in a practical settlement between the two States con-
cerned, without prejudice to the principle of immunity.

37. Speaking as Chairman, he said that, if there were
no further comments, he would take it that, with the
comments and reservations duly recorded, the Com-
mission wished provisionally to adopt draft article 14.

It was so agreed.

Article 14 was adopted.

ARTICLE 16 (Patents, trade marks and intellectual or in-
dustrial property)

38. Mr. MAHIOU (Chairman of the Drafting Com-
mittee) said that the Drafting Committee proposed the
following text for article 16:

Article 16. Patents, trade marks and
intellectual or industrial property

Unless otherwise agreed between the States concerned, the immunity
of a State cannot be invoked before a court of another State which is
otherwise competent in a proceeding which relates to:

(a) the determination of any right of the State in a patent, industrial
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design, trade name or business name, trade mark, copyright or any
other similar form of intellectual or industrial property, which enjoys a
measure of legal protection, even if provisional, in the State of the
forum; or

(b) an alleged infringement by the State in the territory of the State
of the forum of a right mentioned in subparagraph (a) above which be-
longs to a third person and is protected in the State of the forum.

39. Article 16 as submitted by the Special Rapporteur
in his sixth report (A/CN.4/376 and Add.l and 2)9 had
been maintained in substance in the new version
proposed by the Drafting Committee, but had been re-
structured along the lines suggested during the debate in
the Commission. As a result, the two paragraphs con-
tained in the Special Rapporteur's original text had been
combined by merging subparagraphs (a) and (b) of the
original paragraphs 1 and 2 and adopting a common
chapeau to cover both.

40. In subparagraph (a), the Drafting Committee had
preferred to use the words "the determination of any
right of the State", rather than the possibly more restric-
tive expression "the determination of the right to use".
The new wording also made it unnecessary to refer to the
State as "the owner or applicant". The phrase "the de-
termination of any right of the State", which would be
explained in the commentary to the article, should be
understood broadly, since the right of a State in a patent,
for example, could be determined incidentally in the
context of a court's ruling regarding the right of others
claiming the same or a similar right in the same patent.

41. The enumeration of various forms of intellectual or
industrial property had been shortened somewhat by the
deletion of "service mark" and "plant breeders' right",
and the phrase "or any other similar form of intellectual
or industrial property" had been added to make it clear
that the list was not exhaustive. As the commentary
would explain, the new wording covered not only the two
forms that had been deleted, but also new forms of intel-
lectual or industrial property as they were developed,
such as computer software.

42. The Special Rapporteur had included in the orig-
inal text a phrase indicating the types of legal protection
afforded those various forms of intellectual or industrial
property, and had referred specifically to property that
had been "registered, deposited or applied for or is
otherwise protected". Taking into account the comments
made in the Commission and the complexities involved in
attempting to reflect varying domestic laws which af-
forded legal protection to the various forms of property
involved, the Drafting Committee had agreed on a gen-
eral formulation which, it thought, could cover the var-
ious types of legal protection afforded under internal
law, thus dispensing with the original enumeration. The
words "a measure" were meant to imply some specific
measure of legal protection, such as the measures spe-
cified in the original text. The phrase "in the State of the
forum" had been used instead of "in another State", to
make it even clearer that the right of the foreign State in

question related to various forms of intellectual and in-
dustrial property which had been afforded a measure of
legal protection in the State of the forum.
43. In subparagraph (b), the words "attributable to",
in the original text, had been deleted in the light of com-
ments made in the Commission. In addition, the new
structure of the draft article had enabled the Drafting
Committee to abbreviate the wording by referring to
"the right mentioned in subparagraph (a) above", in-
stead of repeating the enumeration of the various forms
of intellectual or industrial property involved. As in sub-
paragraph (a), the Committee had used the expression
"State of the forum" rather than "that other State", to
emphasize that the alleged infringement by the foreign
State of a right owned by a third person must occur in the
territory of the State of the forum which had protected
that right. As a result, the State of the forum could give
effect only in its own territory to the protection which it
had itself afforded to the right of a third person allegedly
infringed in the territory of the State of the forum by a
foreign State.

44. Finally, some members of the Drafting Committee
had maintained the objections or reservations expressed
during the debate in the Commission on paragraph 2 of
article 16 as originally proposed. In their view, the para-
graph had been prejudicial to the interests and develop-
ment of developing countries, so that it was highly
dangerous to include such a provision in the draft. In
that connection, he recalled that, in the Commission's
debate, concern had been voiced that article 16 might be
interpreted as allowing the courts of one State to sit in
judgment on the effects of the nationalization, by an-
other State, of certain forms of intellectual or industrial
property. It had been recognized that that concern was
real, but that in fact it also related to the tenor of other
articles of the draft.

45. The Drafting Committee had agreed with the Spe-
cial Rapporteur that the entire question of the extraterri-
torial effects of nationalization might be dealt with in ar-
ticle II,1 0 concerning the scope of the draft articles,
which had been referred to the Drafting Committee but
which the Committee would take up only at a later stage,
after all the other articles of part III of the draft had been
examined. The proposal of the Special Rapporteur had
been the addition of a second paragraph to draft article
11 indicating that nothing in the articles of part III would
prejudge the question of the extraterritorial effects of
nationalization by a State of property situated within its
territory when such act was performed in the exercise of
sovereign authority and in accordance with its internal
laws. It was hoped that such a general formulation would
take account of the concern expressed in the Commission
on that matter. The commentary to article 16 would of
course refer to that understanding concerning draft
article 11. The Drafting Committee had also amended
the title of the article to correspond to the new wording
of the text.

46. Finally, some members of the Drafting Committee
9 For the text submitted by the Special Rapporteur and the discus-

sion thereon in the Commission at the current session, see 1833rd to
1837th meetings and 1838th meeting, paras. 1-24.

10 See Yearbook ... 1982, vol. II (Part Two), p. 95, footnote 220;
for the revised text, ibid., p. 99, footnote 237.
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had opposed draft article 16 because of its implications
and the risks it entailed, in particular with regard to third
world countries, which were greatly concerned about the
transfer of technology needed to assist their economic
development.

47. Mr. USHAKOV said that he could accept subpara-
graph (a) of draft article 16, since it was an extension of
article 15, provisionally adopted by the Commission. n

However, as he had already explained in the Commission
(1834th and 1835th meetings), he was opposed to sub-
paragraph (b) because of its pro-imperialist character.
The third parties whose rights were referred to in that
subparagraph were actually multinational corporations
which were being protected against developing countries.

48. Chief AKINJIDE said that the very serious misgiv-
ings which he had expressed (1834th meeting) about draft
article 16 persisted in respect of the text proposed by the
Drafting Committee. If the draft article were adopted by
the Commission, three quarters of the world's develop-
ing countries would have the greatest difficulty in accept-
ing the draft. To take the copyright aspect alone, a coun-
try such as his own, where foreign textbooks and other
books whose copyright was held by foreign companies
were very widely used, would be very seriously disad-
vantaged by the provisions of both subparagraphs (a)
and (b). Until he knew the precise nature of the proposed
protective clause to be incorporated in draft article 11, he
would be unable to accept draft article 16. Accordingly,
he suggested that consideration of that text should be
suspended pending the adoption of a decision on draft
article 11.

49. Mr. B ALAND A said that, until the new wording
of draft article 11 had been decided, he wished to
reserve his position on draft article 16, subparagraph
(b), in view of its consequences for the interests of
developing countries. He endorsed the observations
made by Chief Akinjide.

50. Mr. RAZAFINDRALAMBO recalled that he had
already explained his position (1836th meeting) on
draft article 16 and expressed his opposition to the
principle set forth therein, particularly in paragraph 2
of the original text. The possibility of adding a second
paragraph to draft article 11, on the other hand, was
tempting. Like Chief Akinjide, he considered, how-
ever, that it would be advisable to reserve any decision
on draft article 16 until the new draft article 11 to be
proposed by the Drafting Committee had been consid-
ered. Even if article 11 were to contain a safeguard
clause regarding the effects of nationalization, article
16, and in particular subparagraph (b), would unques-
tionably present a danger to developing countries.
Consequently he agreed with Mr. Ushakov that that
provision would not be favourably received by third
world countries.

51. Mr. KOROMA said that he had been absent from
the earlier discussion on draft article 16 in the Commis-
sion and had thus been unable to emphasize the very
serious implications of the article, which seemed to him to

run counter to the Lima Declaration12 and other impor-
tant documents representing the wishes of the interna-
tional community at large. He very much doubted whe-
ther the article as it stood would be acceptable to the
General Assembly. However, the adoption of an ad-
equate safeguard clause elsewhere in the draft articles
might change the situation, and he therefore supported
Chief Akinjide's proposal that consideration of draft ar-
ticle 16 should be deferred pending a decision on draft
article 11.

52. Mr. McCAFFREY said that he hoped the Commis-
sion would not shelve draft article 16, which it had amply
considered and which had been substantially revised
after full and intensive consideration in the Drafting
Committee. In order to meet the concern expressed in
connection not only with article 16 but also with other
parts of the draft, the Special Rapporteur had suggested
the inclusion of a general safeguard clause, to be incor-
porated in article 11, to the effect that nothing in the
articles of part III was to prejudge the question of the
extraterritorial effects of nationalization. While it was of
course important to see the language of article 11, the
substance of article 16 would not be affected thereby, so
that to defer action on article 16 pending the adoption of
article 11 would serve no purpose. The fears expressed by
some members of the Commission should be allayed by
the wording of article 16 itself. To take the example of
copyright mentioned by Chief Akinjide, nothing in ar-
ticle 16 would affect a country's right to copy books
copyrighted in other countries, or generally to pursue its
own policies with regard to intellectual or industrial
property. He found it difficult to believe that anyone
would argue that a State had the right to sell with im-
punity, in the territory of another State, goods subject to
copyright or other protection in that territory.

53. Mr. REUTER said that he understood the reserva-
tions of some members of the Commission regarding ar-
ticles that were presented as compromise solutions.
Those reservations called for three comments. First,
while he could have understood perfectly the rejection of
draft article 16 in its entirety, it was difficult to see, par-
ticularly from the point of view of the developing
countries, why subparagraph (a) should be acceptable
and subparagraph (b) should not. If a State did not ac-
cept the principle of industrial or intellectual property
within its territory, that was its sovereign right. As he
understood it, if the existence of freedom in some States
was accepted, the freedom of a State to institute protec-
tion of intellectual and industrial property must be re-
spected, and it must also be accepted that such protection
would be based on the law of that State. However, if the
provisions of subparagraph (b) were not accepted, the
State concerned would be prohibited from observing or
ensuring observance in its territory of the rules concern-
ing its intellectual property, and therefore prohibited
from initiating actions for infringement of copyright; in
other words, a State was to be compelled to accept, for
the benefit of other States, the freedom to infringe

11 See 1833rd meeting, footnote 4 (k).

12 Lima Declaration and Plan of Action on Industrial Development
and Co-operation, adopted by the Second General Conference of
UNIDO, 12-26 March 1975 (ID/CONF.3/31, chap. IV).
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legislation which, under subparagraph (a), it was entitled
to establish. For that reason, he did not understand the
distinction between subparagraph (a) and subparagraph
(b) of draft article 16. The developing countries had
rightly called for transfers of technology under special
conditions. Consequently he did not understand why,
while accepting that a State should ensure observance of
its legislation within its territory as it saw fit, an excep-
tion should be established and it should not therefore be
possible to institute actions for infringement when such
legislation was infringed. Why ask for transfers of tech-
nology under such circumstances?

54. Secondly, he was firmly opposed to the proposal
that consideration of draft article 16 should be post-
poned. The problem of extraterritorial effect was admit-
tedly a difficult one, but it was quite different from that
presented in the draft article.

55. Thirdly, the problem for the Commission was to
determine whether it could arrive at a compromise for-
mula between two perfectly legitimate conceptions of the
principle of the jurisdictional immunity of States: on the
one hand, a conception of personal immunity, namely
that the State was the State and enjoyed immunity in all
its actions; on the other hand, a functional conception of
immunity, which he himself advocated. In the view of
some members of the Commission, including himself,
there was no established rule of public international law
which currently served as a basis for the general principle
of the personal immunity of the State. However, if all the
articles pertaining to exceptions were to be eliminated,
the members in question would obviously never accept
articles embodying a general principle of the personal im-
munity of the State, since all the articles that would be
eliminated provided for a number of exceptions to such
personal immunity. That was another reason why he sup-
ported draft article 16. While he respected the views of
those who supported the application of the theory of per-
sonal immunity, which was so simple and so radical that
the final draft would contain very few articles, it was
nevertheless necessary to determine whether there was a
way of arriving at a compromise formula. That was the
point at issue in the articles under consideration and in
subsequent articles.

56. Mr. MAHIOU (Chairman of the Drafting Com-
mittee), speaking as a member of the Commission, said
that he had reservations regarding draft article 16, de-
spite the changes made by the Drafting Committee. First,
the draft article was too broad in scope and could thus
give rise to controversy. It seemed to strengthen the exist-
ing rules on patents, trade marks and other intellectual or
industrial property, whereas the developing countries
were in fact asking that those rules should be adapted to
take greater account of their rights, interests and de-
velopment needs.

57. Secondly, such an article could be included in the
draft only if, among other things, its wording were re-
vised in order to contain its scope within clearly defined
limits. It was important to prevent the courts of the
forum State, in dealing with questions of intellectual or
industrial property, i.e. questions of a commercial na-
ture, from ruling on other matters pertaining to acts of

sovereignty. Some courts were inclined to broaden their
areas of competence to related matters and, in dealing
with commercial disputes, to pronounce on action by the
public authorities—for example through measures of ex-
propriation and nationalization—in connection with the
acquisition of patents or other rights. In view of the poss-
ible addition of a second paragraph to draft article 11,
the Commission might be better advised to take up the
suggestion of Chief Akinjide and temporarily to post-
pone the adoption of draft article 16 until it had decided
on the content of draft article 11.

58. Mr. OGISO said that, although draft article 16 had
been discussed extensively in the Commission as well as
in the Drafting Committee, it appeared that some misun-
derstandings still existed on two points. First, reference
had been made in the earlier discussion (1834th meeting,
para. 12) to the development history of a certain country
whose products had been famous for their cheapness in
the past, but which were now synonymous with high
quality, and it had been asserted that, if at the be-
ginning of its modernization, the country concerned
had had a law on patents, such progress would not
have been achieved. If the country referred to was
Japan, he wished to say that, as a matter of historical
fact, when Japan had embarked upon the process of
modernization some 100 years earlier, one of the first
steps of the new Japanese Government at the time had
been to establish a patent law, in order to show that
Japan's legal system was as modern as the systems of
Western countries.

59. Secondly, in his country's experience, patent law
did not operate to the disadvantage of developing coun-
tries. Japan had two methods of co-operating with de-
veloping countries with a view to assisting their further
economic development. It either provided economic as-
sistance through governmental organizations, or it
promoted private investment by encouraging Japanese
private industries to co-operate with industries in de-
veloping countries. Such encouragement could not be
successful unless the recipient developing countries gave
proper protection to the technology and capital invested
in those countries. Economic co-operation at the private
level had yielded remarkable results in a number of de-
veloping countries. He believed, therefore, that a law on
the protection of intellectual or industrial property
would enhance economic development rather than stand
in its way. Conversely, co-operation at the private level
would be damaged by the absence of a provision such as
that incorporated in subparagraph (b) of draft article 16;
indeed, far from being advantageous to the developing
countries, the absence of such a provision might favour
developed countries, particularly those whose industries
were mainly State controlled.

60. Mr. LACLETA MUNOZ said that he had no objec-
tion to the wording of draft article 16. Moreover, he did
not see how that article, referring as it did to the jurisdic-
tional immunity of States, could affect copyrights in de-
veloping countries or the transfer of technology to those
countries, since, in the absence of any protection of intel-
lectual property in a State, the article in question would
have no effect within the territory of that State.
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61. He did not understand the objection raised to sub-
paragraph (a) regarding, for example, copyright for
school textbooks, since in normal circumstances such
copyrights were seldom the property of a State. In any
event, a State wishing to enjoy freedom from copyright
could so provide in its internal law. It simply had to de-
cline to accept any international obligation in that re-
gard, as it was entitled to do.

62. With regard to subparagraph (b), he supported
whole-heartedly the observation made by Mr. Reuter.
Rejection of that subparagraph would simply be tanta-
mount to conceding that, within the territory of another
State, a foreign State had the privilege of using a right be-
longing to a third person and protected by the internal
law of that other State. The question of the extraterri-
torial effect of nationalization, which was also raised by
other articles, could and must be dealt with by other
bodies.

63. Mr. SUCHARITKUL (Special Rapporteur) said
that subparagraph (a) of article 16 could hardly give rise
to any serious objection, since a State was surely entitled
to determine its rights as it wished.
64. With regard to subparagraph (b) whose operation
was of course confined to the territory of the State of the
forum, he agreed with the views expressed by Mr. Ogiso.
A developing country, which was a sovereign State like
any other, could pursue its own policies within its own
frontiers and even expect some recognition of the extra-
territorial effects of those policies. However, it could not
expect the law of another State not to be respected in the
territory of that other State. As Mr. Ogiso had pointed
out, the provision in subparagraph (b), far from being to
the disadvantage of developing countries, could actually
operate to their benefit.

65. With regard to the procedure to be adopted, he
pointed out that the safeguard clause to be added to draft
article 11 was intended to allay misgivings in connection
not only with draft article 16 but also with draft article
15. It would expedite matters if the Commission were
provisionally to adopt draft article 16 as proposed by the
Drafting Committee, on the understanding that a clause
along the lines indicated by the Chairman of the Drafting
Committee (see para. 45 above) would be included in
draft article 11, or at another place to be finally decided
by the Commission.

66. Chief AKINJIDE thanked the Special Rapporteur
for his explanation, which merely reinforced his conten-
tion that to adopt draft article 16 subject to the adoption
of draft article 11, before the text of article 11 had been
accepted by the Drafting Committee, would be to put the
cart before the horse. He was not convinced by the argu-
ments advanced to prove that article 16 would not
operate against the interests of developing countries, and
stood by his proposal that adoption of draft article 16
should be deferred.

67. Mr. McCAFFREY said that he still could not
understand Chief Akinjide's objection. Nothing in draft
article 16 was inconsistent with a Government's wish
not to enter into a patent or copyright convention. Such a
convention might in fact affect a country's ability to

pursue its own policies with regard to the protection of
intellectual or industrial property, but article 16 certainly
did not do so. With regard to the proposal that con-
sideration of draft article 16 should be deferred pending
the adoption of draft article 11, he thought that, in
order to make progress, it was sometimes necessary to as-
sume that a particular problem would eventually be re-
solved to the Commission's satisfaction. That had been
the case in connection with article 6 of the draft articles
under consideration,13 in connection with the note
concerning a tentative understanding of the term "inter-
national watercourse system",14 in connection with the
draft articles on the law of the non-navigational uses of
international watercourses, and also, at the previous ses-
sion, in connection with the draft articles on the status of
the diplomatic courier and the diplomatic bag not accom-
panied by diplomatic courier. In each of those instances,
the Commission had acted on the Special Rapporteur's
assurance that a provision designed to allay the concern
of certain members would eventually be proposed and
acted upon. To defer consideration of article 16 would,
in his view, be dangerous and counter-productive. He
appealed to members not to oppose a decision being
taken on draft article 16, bearing in mind that the deci-
sion, taken on first reading, would be only provisional.

68. Mr. KOROMA said that, in response to Mr.
McCaffrey's appeal and in the light of the Commission's
previous methods of work, he would not insist upon de-
ferring the decision on draft article 16. He hoped, how-
ever, that the Special Rapporteur would take account of
the extent of the opposition to the article in the Commis-
sion. In his view, article 16 largely nullified article 5 of
the draft, on which the Commission had worked so hard.
He shared the view of Chief Akinjide, and he continued
to consider that adoption of the article would indirectly
imply acceptance of the WIPO conventions.

69. Mr. USHAKOV said that, in view of the serious
reservations expressed with regard to article 16, it would
be logical to adopt the same procedure as in the case of
article 23 of the draft articles on the status of the
diplomatic courier and the diplomatic bag not accom-
panied by diplomatic courier (see 1864th meeting,
para. 22), and to place article 16 in square brackets.

70. Mr. McCAFFREY remarked that, unlike draft ar-
ticle 16 under consideration, article 23 of the draft on the
status of the diplomatic courier had not been approved
by the Drafting Committee.
71. Mr. USHAKOV pointed out that he had not been
the only member of the Commission to oppose draft ar-
ticle 16.
72. Chief AKINJIDE said he saw no difference be-
tween the situation regarding draft article 16 and that
concerning draft article 23. Moreover, he failed to see
why the text of the proposed amendment to draft article
11 (see para. 45 above) was not yet before the Com-
mission.

73. The CHAIRMAN noted that there was a real di-

13 See 1833rd meeting, footnote 4 (e).
14 See Yearbook ... 1980, vol. II (Part Two), p. 108, para. 90.
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vergence of views both on the substance of article 16 and
on the procedure to be adopted in its respect. He was re-
luctant to put the matter to the vote, and suggested that it
should be left open until the next meeting.
74. Mr. REUTER proposed that, since the Commis-
sion was divided, the matter should be put to a vote in
order to save time. The differences of view could then be
reflected in the report.
75. The CHAIRMAN said that a vote could not be
taken because the Commission lacked a quorum.
76. Mr. KOROMA said that, his very great admiration
and respect for Mr. Reuter notwithstanding, he dep-
recated the practice of asking for a vote. He did not be-
lieve that a vote in the existing context would advance the
work of the Commission, and was in favour of endeav-
ouring to find a compromise solution.

77. The CHAIRMAN suggested that consideration of
the text proposed by the Drafting Committee for article
16 should be continued at the next meeting.

// was so agreed.
The meeting rose at 6.05p.m.

1869th MEETING

Monday, 23 July 1984, at 3.05p.m.

Chairman: Mr. Alexander YANKOV

Present: Chief Akinjide, Mr. Balanda, Mr. Diaz Gon-
zalez, Mr. Evensen, Mr. Francis, Mr. Koroma, Mr. La-
cleta Mufioz, Mr. Mahiou, Mr. Malek, Mr. McCaffrey,
Mr. Ni, Mr. Ogiso, Mr. Quentin-Baxter, Mr. Razafindra-
lambo, Mr. Reuter, Mr. Riphagen, Sir Ian Sinclair, Mr.
Stavropoulos, Mr. Sucharitkul, Mr. Thiam, Mr. Ushakov.

Jurisdictional immunities of States and their property
{concluded) (A/CN.4/L.379, A/CN.4/L.381)

[Agenda item 3]

DRAFT ARTICLES PROPOSED BY THE
DRAFTING COMMITTEE {concluded)

ARTICLES 16 {concluded), 17 and 18

ARTICLE 16 (Patents, trade marks and intellectual or in-
dustrial property) {concluded)

1. The CHAIRMAN recalled that, at the 1868th meet-
ing, some members of the Commission had suggested
that the adoption of article 16 proposed by the Drafting
Committee (A/CN.4/L.379) should be deferred pending
a decision on paragraph 2 of draft article 11. It would ap-
pear that those members were now prepared to agree to
the provisional adoption of article 16, on the understand-
ing that the text of paragraph 2 of article 11 as proposed

by the Special Rapporteur (A/CN.4/L.381) would be
referred to the Drafting Committee for consideration.
2. Mr. USHAKOV said that, although he was opposed
to subparagraph {b), he had not asked for a vote on the
draft article or for a final decision in the matter, since the
article was being discussed on first reading and the text
would necessarily have to be put to the vote on second
reading. He asked that his views be reflected in the com-
mentary, so that the Commission could be apprised of
them at the outset of the thirty-seventh session, as the
summary records of the meetings were due to be pub-
lished in official form only in two years' time. Subpara-
graph {b) should have been placed between square brack-
ets, a practice already followed by the Commission, even
on first reading, for a particular draft article or a part of
one. Lastly, it was regrettable that some draft articles,
such as article 14, had been provisionally adopted. In his
view, article 14 was totally unacceptable, both from the
legal standpoint and from that of the prestige of the
Commission, and would have been better deleted.

3. Mr. KOROMA said that he had serious reservations
about draft article 16, but would not oppose its provi-
sional adoption, on the understanding that reservations
and comments would be taken into account when the ar-
ticle came to be re-examined. In his view, article 16 tran-
scended the issue of nationalization, and article 11
provided only a partial response to the queries raised.
4. The CHAIRMAN said he would take it that the
Commission agreed to the provisional adoption of draft
article 16, on the understanding that all the reservations
and comments made during the discussion would be duly
reflected in the summary records of the meetings, in the
report of the Commission and, so far as possible, in the
commentary. In addition, paragraph 2 of draft article 11
as proposed by the Special Rapporteur (A/CN.4/L.381)
would be referred to the Drafting Committee, with a
view to meeting the concern of some members regarding
the extraterritorial effects of nationalization.

// was so agreed.
Article 16 was adopted.

ARTICLE 17 (Fiscal matters)
5. Mr. MAHIOU (Chairman of the Drafting Com-
mittee) said that the Drafting Committee proposed the
following text for article 17:

Article 17. Fiscal matters

Unless otherwise agreed between the States concerned, the immunity
of a State cannot be invoked before a court of another State in a pro-
ceeding relating to the fiscal obligations for which it may be liable
under the law of the State of the forum, such as duties, taxes or other
similar charges.

As had been suggested during the discussion in
plenary, the text of article 17 had been considerably sim-
plified compared with the text originally submitted by the
Special Rapporteur in his sixth report (A/CN.4/376 and
Add. land 2).1

1 For the text submitted by the Special Rapporteur and the discus-
sion thereon in the Commission at the current session, see 1833rd to
1837th meetings and 1838th meeting, paras. 1-24.


